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Status 

1 )^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 19 May 2010 . 
2a )^ This action is FINAL. 2b)n This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) ^ Claim(s) 1-7. 9. 11-17. 19-24. 26 and 28-34 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) |EI Claim(s) 1-7 9. 11-17. 19-24. 26. and 28-34 is/are rejected. 
/)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 
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10) 0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)^ accepted or b)^ objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held In abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set 

forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham y.John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for 

establishing abackgroimd for detennining obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1. Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Asceilaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or 
nonobviousness. 

2. Consider Claims 1-9, 16-17, 19-26, and 33-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Elsey et al (6,845,155 B2; hereinafter Elsey) in view of ("Midwest Region: primer 
for Local Number Portability," Issue 2, p.1-31, 7/27/1997) 

Consider claims 1 and 19, Calhoun clearly shows and discloses a method and a system of 
operating a communication system comprising: programming a first switch to terminate calls directed to 
at least one phone number (a predetermined telephone number) (col. 9, line 35-40); establishing a 
disaster recovery plan to terminate the at least one phone number at a second switch in response to the 
occurrence of a predetermined event (col. 3, line 5-7); wherein the predetermined event is when the first 
switch becomes disabled (col. 3, lines 5-7) (it is clear to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
recognize that when a call center has a disaster that is mean something wrong has been 
happened to the call center such as flood, local switch is disabled, or another reason that let the 
contact center unable to do the function (contact center becomes out-of-order); in response to the 
occurrence of the predetermined event, programming a local copy of to direct communications for the at 


Application/Control Number: 10/790,459 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2614 

least one phone number to the second switch ( col. 9, lines 35-65); wherein, all the phone numbers 
actively terminated by the first switch are ported to the second switch (col. 9, lines 35-65); and wherein 
the second switch is located in a different geographic area than the first switch (switching facility 1009 in 
second communication network 1006); but Elsey does not specifically state that the (call routing server 
108) was a local number portability database (LNP). 

In the same field of endeavor, ("Midwest Region: primer for local Number Portability," 
Issue 2, p.1-31, 7/27/1997) clearly discloses that the Federal Communications Commission (FCC's) 
requires all Local Service Providers using database method for number portability by December 31, 1998 
(page 6, lines 1-8) (there are three types of LNP, the second one is the Geographic Portability allows the 
end user to change from one geographic area to another Location Routing Number LRN) (page 4, lines 
10-12; and lines 20-31); As a result, using (LNP) database is well known in the art and it was required by 
(FCC's); (see the figure on page 12 of "Midwest Region: primer for local Number Portability," Issue 
2, p.1-31, 7/27/1997) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to apply (LNP) database and the three types of LNP as taught by "Midwest Region: 
primer for local Number Portability" in Elsey, in order to comply the regulation for using (LNP) as 
required by (FCC's). 

Consider claims 2, 3, and 20, Elsey and Midwest Region clearly show the method and the 
communication system, where the second switch is programmed to terminate calls to the at least one 
phone number before the occurrence of the predetermined event and where the second switch is activated 
to terminate calls to the at least one phone number after the occurrence of the predetermined event (Elsey: 
col. 9, lines 35-65). 
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Consider claim 4, 5, 21, and 22, Elsey and Midwest Region clearly show the method and the 
communication system, where the local copy of the local number portability database directs 
communications for the at least one phone number to the first switch before the occurrence of the 
predetermined event; and where the local copy of the local number portability database is queried 
whenever an on-net originating switch processes a call that will be terminated by on-net switch (Elsey: 
col. 9, lines 35-65). 

Consider claims 6, 7, 23, and 24, Elsey and Midwest Region clearly show the method and the 
communication system, where the local copy of the local number portability database is queried whenever 
an on-net originating switch processes a call that will be terminated by on-net switch; and where the local 
of the local number portability database is queried when the request for a coimection to an on-net switch 
comes from an off-net device (Elsey: col. 9, lines 35-65; and fig. 9). 

Consider claims 8, 9, 25, and 26, Elsey and Midwest Region clearly show the method and the 
communication system, where the predetermined event is when the first switch becomes disabled (col. 7, 
line 23-24); and where the programming of the local number portability database to direct 
communications for the at least one phone number to the second switch occurs automatically with 
determination that the first switch is disabled (Elsey: col. 9, lines 35-65). 

Consider claims 16 and 33, Elsey and Midwest Region clearly show the method and the 
communication system, where the communications for the at least one phone number is directed to the 
second switch by changing the location route number in the local number portability database (Elsey: col. 
9, lines 35-65; and Midwest Region: page 4, lines 10-12; and lines 20-31). 

Consider claims 17 and 34, Elsey and Midwest Region clearly show the method and the 
communication system, where the local number portability database is a local copy of the regional local 
number portability database and the local copy of the local number portability database is under the 
control of only 1 service provider (Midwest Region: page 4, lines 10-12; and lines 20-31). 
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3. Consider Claims 11, 12, 28, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Elsey et al (6,845,155 B2; hereinafter Elsey) in view of ("Midwest Region: primer for Local 
Number Portability," Issue 2, p.1-31, 7/27/1997) and further in view of Ward (patent No.: US 
6654,451 Bl) 

Consider claims 11 and 28, Elsey and Midwest Region clearly show and disclose the claimed 

invention above but fail to specifically disclose the system, where the at least one phone number is a 
phone number resulting from the franslation of a toll free phone number 

In the same field of endeavor, Ward clearly discloses the system, where the at least one phone 
number is a phone number resulting from the translation of a toll free phone number (col. 3, lines 35-47). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use translation of a toll free phone number as taught by Ward in Calhoun and 
Midwest Region, in order to determine subscriber's terminating number (abstract). 

Consider claims 12 and 29, Elsey, Midwest Region, and Ward, clearly show the method and the 
communication system, where the at least one phone number can also be dialed directly (Elsey: col. 9, 
line 35-40). 

4. Consider Claims 13, 14, 15, 30, 31 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Elsey et al (6,845,155 B2; hereinafter Elsey) in view of ("Midwest Region: primer 
for Local Number Portability," Issue 2, p.1-31, 7/27/1997) and fiirther in view of Gibson (patent No.: 
US 7,076,045 Bl) 

Consider claims 13 and 30, Elsey and Midwest Region disclose the claimed invention above but 
fail to specifically disclose the method and the communication system, where the programming the local 
number portability database is done from a web page. 
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In the same field of endeavor, Gibson clearly discloses the system, the method and the 
communication system, where the programming the local number portability database is done from a web 
page (by using service Management System SMS) (col. 10, lines 26-43; and col. 1 1, lines 25-39). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use a web page to program the local number portability database as taught by 
Gibson in Elsey and Midwest Region, in order to customize and execute call services (col. 10, lines 40- 
43). 

Consider claims 14 and 31, Elsey, Midwest Region, and Gibson clearly show the method and 
the communication system, where the second switch is changed (ported, active, program) to terminate 
calls to the at least one phone number using the web page (Gibson: col. 1 1, lines 25-39). 

Consider claims 15 and 32, Elsey, Midwest Region, and Gibson clearly show the method and 
the communication system, where the change made to the second switch is to activate the termination of 
pre-programmed numbers form the first switch (Elsey: col. 6, lines 35-667; and col. 10, lines 1-5). 

Response to Arguments 

5. The present Office Action is in response to Applicant's amendment filed on May 19, 2010. 
Applicant has amended claims 1 and 19,; claims 1-7, 9, 11-17, 19-24, 26, and 28-34 are now pending in 
the present application. 

6. Applicant argues regarding the claim 1 on pages 8 - 1 1 of the Applicant's Response that Elsey 
does not teach the limitation "wherein the predetermined event is when the first switch becomes 
disabled." Moreover, Applicant argues that Elsey does not teach the following limitation: "in response to 
the occurrence of the predetermined event, programming a local copy of a local number portability 
database to direct communications for the at least one phone number to the second switch..." and "all the 
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phone numbers actively terminated by the first switch are ported to the second switch..." as recited in 
claim 1. 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees with Applicant's argument, the original 
specification gives examples when the contact center has a disaster (becomes out of order) such 
as local switch/ first switch is disabled, see the original specification page 3, lines 4-9: "[T]he 
conmiunication for each phone number are typically routed through a nearby local switch to the 
call center. If a disaster strikes, for example a flood, and the local switch is disabled, the call 
center may be put out of action 'Temphasis added]. Elsey clearly teaches "a third arrangement 
where the calls to an out-of-order call center (out of action) is rerouted to a substitute call 
center in accordance with an inventive disaster recovery plan" (col. 3, lines 5-7; also see 
"calls", it is not only one call). Notice that Elsey even uses the exact term "disaster recovery 
plan" as claim 1 is recited. Moreover, it is clear to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
recognize that when a call center has a disaster that is mean something wrong has been happened 
to the call center such as flood, local switch is disabled, or another reason that let the contact 
center unable to do the function (contact center becomes out-of-order). In addition, Elsey clearly 
teaches "as soon as center 1005 is identifled to be out of order, switching facility 1003 is 
programmed to switch each call otherwise directed to call center 1005 to switching facility 
1009 in second communication network 1006" [emphasis added]. As a result, Elsey discloses as 
soon as the contact center is identified to be out of order (the term "out of order" can include 
any reason that let the contact center unable to do the function such as local switch is disabled), 
switching facility 1003 {the first switch) is pro2rammed to switch each call/all calls to switching facility 
1009 {the second switch of the other contact center) (col. 9, lines 47-50). Moreover, Midwest Region 
teaches that using (LNP) database is well known in the art and it was required by (FCC's). Therefore, 
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both Elsey and Midwest Region clearly teach and disclose each and all the limitation of claims 1 and 
19. 

Therefore, in view of the above reasons, Examiner maintains rejections. 


Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing 
date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Amal Zenati whose telephone number is 571- 270- 1947. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Monday-Friday from 8:00am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Curtis 
Kuntz can be reached on 57 1 - 272- 7499. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for pubUshed applications may be obtained 
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from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov . Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 


/Amal Zenati/ 

Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2614 


/Suhan Ni/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2614 


